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REMARKS 

Claims 97-1 04 and 106-110 are cancelled. New claims 115-129 are added. Claims 
105 and 111-129 are pending in the application. 

Claims 97-99, 102,103 and 104 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by either of Cho et aL, U.S. Patent No. 5,723,368, or Gnade, U.S. Patent No. 
5,494,858. Without admission as to the propriety of the Examiner's rejections, 
independent claim 97 and claims 98-104 which depend from claim 97, are cancelled. 

Claims 105-107, 112 and 113 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Rostoker et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,744,399. Without admission as to the 
propriety of the Examiner's rejection, claims 106-107 are cancelled. 

The Examiner is reminded by direction to MPEP § 21 31 that an anticipation rejection 
requires each and every element of a claim to be disclosed in a single prior art reference. 
Each of claims 1 05, 112 and 1 1 3 are allowable over Rostoker for at least the reason that 
Rostoker fails to teach each and every element of any of those claims. 

With respect to independent claim 105, such recites providing a mass adjacent a 
conductive electrical component, the mass comprising pores and comprising molecules 
consisting of silicon and carbon . As discussed by the Examiner at page 5 of the present 
action, Rostoker discloses providing a mass 20 adjacent a conductive component 10, the 
mass comprising silicon in the form of silicon dioxide and fullerene. However, neither the 
silicon dioxide nor the fullerene molecules disclosed by Rostoker teaches the recited mass 
comprising molecules consisting of silicon and carbon . Accordingly, independent claim 
105 is not anticipated by Rostoker and is allowable over this reference. 
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Dependent claims 1 06 and 1 07 are cancelled. Dependent claims 1 1 2 and 1 1 3 are 
allowable over Rostoker for at least the reason that they depend from allowable base claim 
105. 

Dependent claims 108-111 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rostoker in view of Gnade et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,494,858. The 
Examiner is reminded by direction to MPEP § 2143 that a proper obviousness rejection has 
the following three requirements: 1 ) there must be some suggestion or motivation to modify 
or combine references teachings; 2) there must be a reasonable expectation of success; 
and 3) the combined references must teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. Without 
admission as to the propriety of the Examiner's rejection dependent claims 108-1 10 are 
cancelled. Dependent claim 111 is allowable over the combination of Rostoker and Gnade 
for at least the reason that as combined, the cited references fail to teach or suggest each 
and every limitation of claim 111. 

As discussed above with respect to independent claim 105, Rostoker does not teach 
the claim 105 recited providing a mass adjacent a conductive electrical component, the 
mass comprising molecules consisting of silicon and carbon. Further, Rostoker does not 
suggest the recited mass comprising molecules consisting of silicon and carbon and 
independent claim 1 05 is therefore not rendered obvious by Rostoker. As discussed by the 
Examiner at page 6, section 5 of the present action, Gnade discloses forming a matrix 
material from TEOS utilizing spin-on techniques and converting the material to silicon 
dioxide. Gnade does not teach or suggest the claim 1 05 recited providing a mass adjacent 
a conductive electrical component, the mass comprising molecules consisting of silicon 
and carbon . As combined, Rostoker and Gnade fail to disclose or suggest the claim 105 
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recited providing a mass adjacent a conductive electrical component, the mass comprising 
molecules consisting of silicon and carbon. Accordingly, independent claim 105 is 
allowable over the combination of Rostoker and Gnade. Dependent claim 1 1 1 is allowable 
over the combination of Rostoker and Gnade for at least the reason that it depends from 
allowable base claim 105. 

Dependent claim 114 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rostoker in view of Matthews, U.S. Patent No. 5,171 ,713 or alternatively 
in view of TeVelde, U.S. Patent No. 4,561,173. As discussed above with respect to 
independent claim 105, Rostoker fails to teach or suggest the recited providing a mass 
adjacent a conductive electrical component, the mass comprising molecules consisting of 
silicon and carbon. Neither of Matthews or TeVelde teach or suggest the claim 105 recited 
providing a mass adjacent a conductive electrical component, the mass comprising 
molecules consisting of silicon and carbon. As combined, neither Rostoker in view of 
Matthews or Rostoker in view of TeVelde teach or suggest the claim 105 recited mass 
adjacent a conductive electrical component, the mass comprising molecules consisting of 
silicon and carbon. Accordingly, independent claim 105 is not rendered obvious by the 
cited combinations of Rostoker in view of either Matthews or TeVelde. Dependent claim 
1 14 is allowable over the cited combinations for at least the reason that it depends from 
allowable base claim 105. 

New claims 115-129 do not add "new matter" to the application since each is 
supported by the specification as originally filed. Claims 1 15-129 are supported by the 
specification at, for example, page 1 5, line 6 through page 1 6, line 1 5; Figs. 10-12; and the 
claims as originally filed. 
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For the reasons discussed above, claims 105 and 1 1 1-1 14 are allowable and claims 
115-129 are believed allowable. Accordingly, applicant respectfully requests formal 
allowance of pending claims 105 and 111-129 in the Examiner's next action. 

The Examiner stated at page 2 of the present action that an information disclosure 
statement filed by applicant on August 6, 2001 failed to comply with the provisions of 37 
CFR § 1 .97, 1 .98 and MPEP § 609 because dates were not provided with each reference. 
The Examiner indicated that references lacking dates on the IDS were not considered 
during the examination. Applicant submits herewith an additional IDS resubmitting the 
relevant references with proper indication that the year of publication is sufficiently earlier 
than the effective U.S. filing date so that the particular month of publication is not in issue 
or with proper indication of the month and year of publication. Accordingly, applicant 
respectfully requests consideration of such references during the examination of pending 
claims 105 and 111-129. 


Respectfully submitted, 
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In the Claims 

The claims have been amended as follows. Underlines indicate insertions and 
str i k e outs indicate deletions. 

Claims 97-104 and 106-110 are cancelled. 
Claims 115-129 are added. 
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